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majority leader has tried to move this
legislation forward.

Frankly, the majority is unable to
join together to allow us to move this
bill forward. It was on the floor for an
hour or so 2 weeks ago. I repeat, it is
not for lack of trying by Senators
GRAMM, ENZI, and JOHNSON. They all
worked in good faith and have tried to
accommodate everyone.

When the bill passed out of the Bank-
ing Committee, it had the full support
of the committee, while still pro-
tecting our national security. I am
afraid, due to the serious disagree-
ments within the majority, this bill
will not come to the floor anytime
soon. That is really too bad.

I have the greatest respect and admi-
ration for the ability of Senator
GRAMM of Texas to legislate. He has
done many things from the time he was
in the House to his time in the Senate.
I hope he can use some of the experi-
ence and wisdom he has to move this
forward. The majority must move this
bill. I do not believe we are living up to
what is necessary for this burgeoning
economy if we do not move this legisla-
tion.

A couple days ago, I met with mem-
bers of the high-tech industry. They
voiced concerns about the need to up-
date our export policies. They said it
was one of their two or three top con-
cerns and, frankly, a few Members of
the majority are stopping our Nation’s
progress in this area.

As with many issues, I often hear
Congress will best serve the public and
industry by doing nothing at all. That
is simply not true. This is one of the
areas in which we can be of great help
to the high-tech community, in export
controls. It is essential. There are cur-
rently a number of U.S. products that
cannot compete with our foreign com-
petitors due to export control limita-
tions, not because of national security
interests but because of the slow re-
view process in Congress. We are trying
to change that. That is what I am talk-
ing about.

In June of 1999 and January of this
year, with the urging of the minority
leader, Senator DASCHLE, myself, and
others, the administration agreed to
ease the level of controls which are re-
ferred to as MTOPS—million theo-
retical operations per second. MTOPS.
We, as well as those in the computer
industry, were elated by the news.

However, as it stands now, there is a
6-month congressional review period
for raising the level of MTOPS. The
Banking Committee bill reduces the
time from 180 days to 60 days. This is a
step in the right direction. But I, along
with Senator BENNETT of Utah, Senator
DASCHLE, Senator KERRY of Massachu-
setts, Senator MURRAY, Senator BINGA-
MAN, Senator KENNEDY, and Senator
BOXER, believe a further reduction is
necessary; that is, to 30 days. There is
an amendment pending, if this bill ever
comes back up, to change it to 30 days.
I am confident it will be adopted over-
whelmingly.

The reality of the situation is, by
limiting American companies to this
degree, we are not only losing short-
term market share but we are allowing
foreign companies to make more
money and, in turn, create better prod-
ucts in the future, to which we will
never catch up. This could lead to the
eventual loss of our Nation’s lead, and
it is an absolute lead in computer tech-
nology, which has propelled the United
States to the good economic standing
we are experiencing today. The issue of
updating our export controls is critical
to our Nation’s economy and the suc-
cess of our high-tech industry.

I urge the majority to move this bill
forward, to allow the amendment proc-
ess, and let’s get on with it. The cold
war is over. People must understand
the cold war is over. If American com-
panies can make more money overseas,
they will simply invest more money
into research and development there,
and that is wrong.

I extend my appreciation to my
friend from Colorado for allowing me
to proceed.

f

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the leadership time
is reserved.

f

MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will now be a
period for the transaction of morning
business not to extend beyond the hour
of 11 a.m. with time to be equally di-
vided between the Senator from Idaho,
Mr. CRAIG, or his designee, and the
Senator from Illinois, Mr. DURBIN, or
his designee.

Under the previous order, the Sen-
ator from Idaho, Mr. CRAIG, shall be in
control of the first half of time.

The Senator from Colorado.

f

THE OIL CRISIS

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, I
would like to proceed in morning busi-
ness for about 10 minutes. I would like
to add my comments to those of my
colleagues who spoke yesterday who
were concerned about the rising cost of
fuel. Many of my friends and colleagues
have spoken to the issue of our rising
dependency on foreign oil. This morn-
ing, I would like to take a little dif-
ferent perspective and talk a little bit
about how the crisis affects the back-
bone of American commerce, which is
the backbone of the American trucking
industry.

Over 95 percent of all commercial
manufactured goods and agricultural
products are shipped by truck at some
point. Mr. President, 9.6 million people
have jobs directly or indirectly related
to trucking. In addition, trucking con-
tributes over 5 percent of America’s
gross domestic product which is the
equivalent of $272 billion in the econ-

omy every single year. Over 6.7 billion
tons of goods are shipped in this Nation
every year. Those are staggering num-
bers. I use them to emphasize the im-
pact that trucks have in America.

I know the trucking life myself. I
started driving when I was 21, when I
got out of the service. I put myself
through college by driving an 18-wheel-
er. Last year, I decided to renew my
commercial driver’s license in the
State of Colorado and I attended a
truck-driving school to do that. I have
a small tractor trailer so I know first-
hand the impact of the increase of fuel.
Paying the bill for 200 gallons of fuel in
a truck is not like filling up the family
car, and these long-line trucks, by the
way, fill up every day.

Last week, while the Senate was in
recess, I spent the week making deliv-
eries in a truck along Colorado’s Front
Range. I did it so I could see and hear
firsthand what truckers, as well as
shippers and other related businesses,
are going through. At diners, gas sta-
tions, and delivery points, they told me
from their perspective it is much worse
than anyone in Washington may imag-
ine.

While I was driving, I met a man
named Wesley White from Oregon who
said he was on his last run. He couldn’t
afford to continue fueling his truck. He
had been a policeman for over 20 years
and at the end of his police service he
retired, took his pension, and bought a
truck with the intent of going into
business for himself. But, this time
around when he gets home he is going
to park the truck for good. Without the
income from delivering goods, he is not
going to be able to make his truck pay-
ments. He will lose the business of the
truck and he will also lose his pension
which he used to buy the truck.

Wesly is not alone. Three times in
the last 2 months, hundreds of truckers
from all over the United States have
come to Washington to ask for help. I
attended the first rally in February,
and I went to another one yesterday.
One thing I did learn, when these peo-
ple come to Washington, they are not
here to complain about profit margins
or stock prices. They are here because
their very livelihood is on the line.

I have to tell you, Mr. President, I
never met a trucker who wanted a
handout. They want a job, a fair shake,
and fairness from Congress. One truck-
er I met at the last rally I went to had
a wife and two small children. The four
of them were actually living in the
sleeper of the truck because the in-
creased price of diesel fuel did not
leave them enough money at the end of
the month to even pay house rent.

Unfortunately, this administration
has ignored the plight of these hard-
working Americans. The administra-
tion has got us into this mess by the
total lack of any energy policy. They
stand in the way of domestic oil pro-
duction, they refuse to release Federal
fuel stockpiles to drive the cost of fuel
down, and they continually lock up
public lands so we cannot explore for
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new resources. Now faced with sky-
rocketing diesel prices, they still do
nothing of substance, instead they are
hoping the OPEC oil ministers will re-
verse their strategy to limit produc-
tion and increase fuel prices.

We fought the gulf war, as you and I
know, and this is how we get repaid. In
fact, in a rather strange twist of fate
we are now also dependent on Iraqi oil.

Instead of increasing our own re-
sources, the Secretary recently went to
the Middle East, hat in hand, to beg for
fuel. Now administration officials are
coming before Congress to propose we
study alternative energy resources. I
have news for them. Trucks don’t run
on solar and they don’t run on wind;
they run on diesel. Everything we buy,
eat or wear is delivered on a truck. If
they stop rolling, very simply this Na-
tion also comes to a stop.

Even if OPEC increases production,
the effect on the American consumers
will be months away, we need imme-
diate relief. In that context, I recently
introduced S. 2161 entitled ‘‘The Amer-
ican Transportation Recovery and
Highway Trust Fund Protection Act of
2000.’’ This bill would temporarily sus-
pend the Federal excise tax on diesel
fuel for 1 year, or until the price of
crude oil is reduced to the December 31,
1999, level. It would replace lost reve-
nues with moneys from the budget sur-
plus in the general fund while pro-
tecting the highway trust fund. The
bill has bipartisan support, with 12 co-
sponsors. Even at that, we know it is
only a short-term solution.

The real problem is our dependency
on foreign oil. All the negotiations this
administration is doing to get OPEC to
open its spigots is not more than a
Band-Aid approach to the problem that
will continually revisit us as long as
we are dependent on foreign oil. The
administration has known this and the
danger to our national security since
1994. Senator MURKOWSKI spoke to that
yesterday.

It is unfortunate we, as a global su-
perpower, are reduced to begging. More
forceful actions are needed and must be
taken to expose the severity of the
problem and to address it now and in
months to come. We cannot simply
stand by and do nothing.

We can do better. We should be open-
ing new oil fields. We should be doing
better incentive work to keep the
stripper wells from closing, and cer-
tainly we should renew our efforts in
oil shale and other renewable fuels that
can be turned into gasoline oil. Most of
all, we have to untether ourselves from
Mideast oil.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Washington.
Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, a num-

ber of my Republican colleagues have
spoken on the floor about the absence
of an energy policy on the part of the
Clinton-Gore administration. I believe
that description is only half right. It is
true the Clinton-Gore administration
has no express energy policy that

would lead or even contribute to U.S.
energy independence. But the Clinton-
Gore administration, on the other
hand, does have a very significant im-
plicit energy policy. Under that policy,
it discourages or prohibits exploration
for either oil or natural gas over exten-
sive and increasingly large areas of our
country.

Under that implicit energy policy, it
proposes to reduce the amount of hy-
droelectric power we have and, in fact,
to treat hydroelectric power as though
it were not renewable.

Under that implicit energy policy, it
has given us an increasing dependence
each year on foreign sources for petro-
leum products, now at 55 or 56 percent,
and inevitably directed at 65 percent or
two-thirds of that oil. Implicitly, it has
given us an energy policy that resulted
last month in the largest single trade
deficit in the history of the United
States, due, in major part, to imports
of petroleum products and a trade def-
icit that will inevitably continue to in-
crease.

So suddenly we do have a short-term
explicit energy policy. It is to send the
Secretary of Energy of the United
States of America, hat in hand, to
countries in Latin America, in South-
west Asia, and now most recently into
Nigeria, to plead with these countries
to lower the cost of the oil they send to
us. This is a total abdication of the ap-
propriate policy of an administration
interested in the trade balance of the
United States and in energy independ-
ence for the United States.

Mr. President, what is the answer to
this question? Obviously, in the short
term our hands are relatively tied. We
do, however, have one option in front
of us which we can engage immediately
that will provide at least modest relief
to the American people during the
course of this energy crisis, and that is
the elimination—whether permanent
or temporary—of the 4.3-cent motor ve-
hicle fuel tax that was imposed by the
President and the Congress in 1993. I
am convinced we should follow that
course of action. It is urgent for every-
one. It is overwhelmingly urgent for
the airlines of the United States that
operate in a highly competitive atmos-
phere. They are being brutally pun-
ished, along with their passengers,
with the increased airfare caused by
that tax.

This is an option the Congress could
and should take up and pass with ex-
treme promptness. However, in the
long run, the more important solution
is a longer-term solution. That solu-
tion lies on two sides: the supply of en-
ergy for the people of the United States
to use and the way in which we use
that energy with appropriate conserva-
tion measures.

From the point of view of supply,
when we deal with petroleum alone, we
should change policies which have dis-
couraged production in the United
States—policies of regulation and tax-
ation and hostility that have closed
down existing sources of supply in var-
ious parts of the United States.

We should very seriously consider
and move toward the creation of new
sources of supply rather than cutting
them off and prohibiting them, wheth-
er they are in the North Slope of Alas-
ka or in various parts of the lower 48
States of the United States. We need to
do this in order to have any leverage
with the rest of the world with respect
to the prices it charges us for petro-
leum supplies. This policy should apply
not only to petroleum but to natural
gas as well.

Second, I am convinced we should
continue to encourage and should en-
courage even more the production of at
least supplements to our petroleum
supply that are totally within the con-
trol of the United States and that are
renewable in nature. Ethanol perhaps
ranks as No. 1 on this particular list. It
can be produced by American grain. It
adds to our supply, and it is, of course,
completely within our own control, and
it enriches the people who provide
these agricultural commodities.

Next, from the point of view of con-
servation, I point out the utter and in-
sane folly of proposing to remove dams
from the Snake River that produce re-
newable and environmentally benign
electric power. If those dams are re-
moved, as many in the administration
wish to do, we will end up putting
700,000 trucks on the roads of the
northwestern part of the United States
each and every year more than are on
those roads at the present time—major
trucks that carry grain and other prod-
ucts for export. The idea that we
should be using all of that additional
amount of diesel and gasoline fuel is
simply, in my view, beyond reasonable
consideration.

Finally, I believe we have to aim at
the way in which we as Americans use
power, and particularly motor vehicle
fuels. Last July, for the first time in
several years, this body was asked once
again by me and by other Senators to
go back to the successes of the 1970s
and to reestablish a Government pro-
gram to improve the energy efficiency
of our automobiles and small trucks,
the so-called CAFE standards. In the
1970s, this was one of the most success-
ful programs—the single most success-
ful governmental program—in history.
We came close to doubling the average
mileage of our passenger automobiles
during that period of time. This crisis
would not be a crisis; it would be an
unmitigated disaster had those who
perceived it not established and imple-
mented those policies of the 1970s. But
in the early 1980s, we abandoned that
policy, and we have abandoned it ever
since.

We have even gone so far in this body
and in the other body to prohibit any
study of increasing CAFE standards, as
far as small trucks are concerned, and
even automobiles at any time in the
immediate future. When we voted on
that proposition last July, 40 Members
of this body—not a majority but a very
substantial minority—voted in favor of
it before there was a crisis. Now the
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crisis is upon us. Now we have people
wondering why it is our small trucks
and SUVs are so energy inefficient.
People are being punished by the lack
of foresight of this administration and
having the cost of operating those ve-
hicles increase exponentially, and it is
often not affordable.

I am convinced that in addition to
providing a greater degree of supply
from sources within the United States
we must, once again, focus on making
our use of that energy and particularly
making petroleum energy more effi-
cient. The best way we can do that is
by going back to the CAFE standard
regime we had a generation ago in the
United States and doing what is tech-
nologically quite feasible to do by in-
creasing anywhere from 20 to 50 per-
cent the efficiency of the engines that
use petroleum products. That would be
a true energy policy—an energy policy
both for the short term and the long
term, a policy which is totally and
completely lacking in the Clinton-Gore
administration at the present time.

I yield the floor. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Maine.
Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I rise

today to join many of my colleagues in
expressing my deepest concern about
the problem concerning energy and the
cost of energy to many working Ameri-
cans, and certainly to my constituents
in the State of Maine.

We have been plagued by a signifi-
cant surge in increases at the pump—
certainly during the wintertime in the
State of Maine concerning oil prices,
home heating oil prices that more than
doubled within a 1-month period, not
to mention the gasoline prices we are
seeing and the tremendous spike in
those prices, as well. And, even accord-
ing to the Department of Energy’s own
information, we will not expect an
abatement of those prices by the end of
the year. In fact, we can expect to have
continuously high prices in terms of
gasoline.

We know that the OPEC countries
are going to be meeting on Monday, 4
days from now. We hope the adminis-
tration and the Congress sends an un-
equivocal message that they rethink
their unconscionable policy of keeping
a very low level of production when it
comes to petroleum products.

We know that a year ago in October
they made a decision to limit produc-
tion when it came to oil. The adminis-
tration was well aware of the fact that
the OPEC cartel had made a deliberate
and concerted decision to limit the
production of oil. Even last fall, the
Department of Energy’s own report in-
dicated that we could expect a 40-per-

cent rise in home heating oil prices,
and if it was a severe winter, a 30-per-
cent rise in home heating oil prices.
That was more than a 70-percent in-
crease projected by the Department of
Energy with respect to home heating
oil prices. That was anticipated by our
own Department of Energy last Octo-
ber.

In fact, my constituents in the State
of Maine faced a 100-percent increase in
home heating oil prices—a 100-percent
increase. Yet we had silence from the
administration—silence when the
OPEC cartel made this decision to
limit the production of oil without any
apparent reason, and without any ra-
tionale.

Then the Department of Energy an-
ticipated we could have up toward a 70-
percent increase in home heating oil
prices. In fact, we face a 100-percent in-
crease. Yet there was a deafening si-
lence from the administration when it
came to the types of policies that could
mitigate the burden the surging prices
imposed on working Americans.

Here we are today anticipating what
might or might not happen on Monday,
the kinds of decisions made by the
OPEC cartel. I hope the administration
is working very hard to send a strong
message that the OPEC cartel should
reconsider its policy. Its policy is all
the more shocking when we consider
the men and women all across this
country who defended the freedom of
democracy for countries such as Ku-
wait and Saudi Arabia, that the United
States lost 147 American lives, 458 were
wounded, and 23 were taken prisoner in
the struggle during the Persian Gulf
war.

I think it is entirely appropriate for
Congress and the administration to
press OPEC in terms of the kind of de-
cision they should be making on Mon-
day. The administration also should
consider predicating foreign assistance
to some of these foreign countries that
are part of the decisionmaking of the
OPEC cartel, such as Mexico, whom we
bailed out 5 years ago when it came to
the peso crisis to the tune of $13.5 bil-
lion. We were prepared to bail them out
up to the tune of $20 billion to ease the
economic hardship imposed on their
people. It is no different now.

Or Indonesia and Nigeria, for whom
the President is proposing $256 million
in economic assistance because these
are countries in transition. Again, our
assistance should be predicated on
their cooperation.

Those are the kinds of issues we must
confront. In the short term, we have to
deal with the reality of what is hap-
pening at the gas pump. I hope Con-
gress will give consideration to rec-
ommendations that will be made by
many who have been working on this
issue to suspend the 4.3-cent gas tax
which many Members opposed back in
1993 because we didn’t think this was a
hardship we should impose on the
American people.

Beyond that, if the price of gasoline
is going to surge upwards of $2—which

it is already doing in California—we
should clearly suspend all of the taxes
on diesel and gasoline because it is
that important to our economy and to
Americans in all parts of the country,
not just in one region; it will be in all
regions.

When the Department of Energy says
it would undoubtedly be too late to de-
flect domestic gasoline prices on their
way to record nominal levels and may
be too little to reduce prices much by
the end of the year 2000, clearly we
have something to be concerned about.

No one really knows even if OPEC
will make a positive decision on Mon-
day. I am concerned about the decision
they will make on Monday or if they
decide to have other meetings.

What does that all mean if this does
not translate into lower prices at the
gas pump this summer? We clearly will
have problems. I know my State will
have problems. It is a tourist State. We
rely on tourism. It is the second big-
gest industry in the State of Maine.

I think we have to be prepared. I
hope we do fashion a policy that is con-
tingent upon what the price might be,
irrespective of the decision made by
OPEC. That is a decision the adminis-
tration is not prepared to make, and
they are not even prepared to take a
step forward in any direction. The
President announced last week: We will
do a reserve in the Northeast but we
need to do an environmental impact
study; it needs legislation from Con-
gress.

Senator DODD introduced legislation
in which many joined because we think
it is a prudent policy to set up a re-
serve in the Northeast to mitigate the
impact of high price increases or an
interruption in oil supply. What is so
difficult about that? The President
can’t even take that step. He says
there are a lot of contingencies in-
volved. In effect, we don’t have any-
thing from this administration to ad-
dress this problem. We don’t have an
energy policy.

Congress is going to have to take the
concerted steps necessary to address
these problems in the short term to be
sure these are short-term solutions. We
also have to look at the long term. I
did support the CAFE standard issue
that Senator GORTON addressed today
as well. Obviously, the costs have been
significant to this country in terms of
transportation. We need to get better
fuel efficiency with respect to auto-
mobiles and minivans.

We also should look at providing
some incentives for the marginal pro-
ducers in this country, the small pro-
ducers, about which Senator HUTCHISON
has also talked, as well. Congress will
have to take the lead because it is
clear that this administration is not
intending to in any respect. Beyond an-
ticipating we will have this problem
this year, the administration has been
virtually silent. I hope they make the
message very clear to the OPEC coun-
tries about how important their deci-
sion will be on Monday.
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Beyond that, we also have to be pre-

pared for any contingencies in the fu-
ture that these prices might not de-
cline in the short term or for the re-
minder of this year. Frankly, it is not
just my word, it is the word of the De-
partment of Energy.

Again, I hope we will be taking ac-
tions in the next few days irrespective
of what the decision might be from the
OPEC nations.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BUNNING). The Senator from Idaho.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I have
come to the floor today, as has the
Senator from Maine, to speak about
the energy crisis our country finds
itself in. Let me use those words again:
energy crisis.

A week and a half ago, Senator
SNOWE was before my subcommittee
testifying on some key legislation she
has introduced. The Senator from
Maine recognizes the phenomenal im-
pact high energy costs have on her
State. Whether it is home heating or
the transportation systems that drive
her industries, she has recognized it
clearly and early on announced to this
administration there was a problem
coming and encouraged them to change
their policy. Yet they have done noth-
ing.

As I listened to the Senator from
Maine this morning, she spoke very
clearly about what this country needs
to do. I strongly support the words she
has stated for the RECORD.

When the Clinton-Gore administra-
tion came to town in 1993, it announced
its intent to drastically alter the way
the Nation used energy, especially fos-
sil fuels. Remember, briefly, the Presi-
dent and the Vice President deter-
mined that through the use of a broad-
based Btu tax, they would drive us
away from our most abundant and eco-
nomical fuels to a renewable solar wind
or biomass system. The objective has
remained a hallmark of this adminis-
tration’s energy policy. That is all
they have wanted to talk about until
now.

Their policy now is to send the Sec-
retary of Energy abroad with a tin cup,
begging at the wells of foreign energy
producers, asking them to please turn
on their tap. We will know next Mon-
day whether the begging of Bill Rich-
ardson and the energy policy of this ad-
ministration has worked.

President Clinton promised early
when he came to town that the tax he
proposed, $72 billion over 5 years, was
going to be fair, it was going to be
healthful, it was going to force down
dependency on foreign oil, and do the
right things for consumers. In fact, it
would have unfairly punished energy-
intensive States such as mine, Western
States where transportation needs and
movements spread across broad ex-
panses in agricultural States such as
mine. The American Petroleum Insur-
ance Institute and the National Asso-
ciation of Manufacturers predicted the
tax would hurt exports, reduce GDP in
this country by $38 billion, and destroy

some 700,000 jobs. Yet the administra-
tion wouldn’t listen. They drove on,
pushing the tax issue.

Clinton and Gore claimed the tax was
needed to balance the budget and fund
large new spending programs to offset
the negative impact of the tax. They
also claimed the use of crude oil im-
ports would fall dramatically, by
400,000 barrels a day.

At that time, DOE’s own projections
predicted the tax would shave oil im-
port growth by less than one-tenth
after 10 years. DOE predicted by the
year 2000, Americans would depend on
foreign oil for three-fifths of their total
crude oil requirements.

The American Petroleum Institute
testified before the Energy Committee
on which I sit. It said:

. . . even if imports were to fall by the full
400,000 barrels a day claimed by the adminis-
tration, the cost of $34 billion in lost GDP is
excessive relative to other alternatives for
improving energy security. Using the admin-
istration’s optimistic predictions, the cost of
the Btu tax works out to be about $230 a bar-
rel.

That is right, $230 a barrel. In the
end, Congress refused. Thank goodness
we listened to the experts. We didn’t
listen to the politics of the Clinton-
Gore administration, and we said no.
Hopefully, in the next few days we will
also reverse something that was large-
ly a Clinton-Gore initiative and that
was the 4.3-cent-per-gallon gas tax that
our consumers are now paying.

The Clinton-Gore administration’s
obsession with the use of fossil fuel re-
duction has actually put us in the posi-
tion we find ourselves today. What does
our President say? On March 7 of this
year, he said:

Americans should not want them [oil
prices] to drop to $10 or $12 again because
that . . . takes our mind off the business of
. . . alternative fuels, energy conservation,
reducing the impact of all of this on global
warming.

Mr. President, we should not take
our minds off energy conservation.
That is good policy. We should not
take our minds off alternative fuels,
that is also good policy. But saying
you are going to tax hydrocarbons out
of existence and now finding this Na-
tion pushing itself into an inflationary
mode, finding our costs going up dra-
matically because of your policies, it
was wrongheaded then and it is wrong-
headed now. And we know it.

What has happened since 1993? Do-
mestic oil production is down 17 per-
cent. Domestic crude oil consumption
is up 14 percent. Dependence on foreign
oil sources of crude oil has risen to 56
percent of our total crude require-
ments.

In 1973, during the Arab oil embargo,
our dependence on foreign crude was 36
percent of our crude oil requirement.

Iraq is our fastest growing source for
U.S. crude imports, about 700,000 bar-
rels a day. I have one thing to say to
the President: Shame on you. Shame
on you for the absence of policy and
the clear knowledge that you had, that
all of us had, that this kind of depend-

ency would ultimately result if we did
not push and we did not drive toward a
more effective domestic policy to in-
crease production and find all the other
effective conservation uses we could
find.

The Clinton-Gore administration,
while making much of the increase in
efficiency, greater use of renewables
from biomass, and other things, ig-
nores the very fundamental fact that a
large part of our energy use cannot be
addressed by these measures. Sure, it is
an important part of the blend but a
very small percentage of what is abso-
lutely and necessarily needed.

Of course, those of us who come from
agriculture recognize the importance
of crude oil feed stocks to the chemical
industry and the products they
produce, which results in the high
quality of agriculture production in
our country. The administration fails
to encourage domestic oil production
and the production of coal and natural
gas that now leads us to this point.

The administration has refused to ac-
knowledge the vast reserves of oil and
gas offshore, in Alaska and the Rocky
Mountain overthrust area. Of course,
we, the consumers, are now paying the
price.

The Clinton-Gore administration re-
cently announced a ban on future ex-
ploration on most of the Federal Outer
Continental Shelf until the year 2012.
Can you imagine that? Here we are, in-
creasingly dependent on foreign
sources, and the President turns his
back on some of the largest reserves
left in this country to be explored by
some of the finest technology in envi-
ronmentally sensitive ways that we
now know, to bring oil into production
in the Outer Continental Shelf.

In 1996, the administration resorted
to the use of the Antiquities Act to
lock up 23 billion tons of mineable low-
sulfur, high-quality coal in Utah. The
story goes on and on.

I would argue the Clinton-Gore ad-
ministration has acted in other ways
designed to force us away from the use
of all of these resources that are so
abundant and so available to us and
wise for us to use. At the present rate,
we are now demonstrating our unwill-
ingness to produce at the local, na-
tional level. We will be 56-percent de-
pendent, moving into 60-percent de-
pendent in very short order.

The U.S. Forest Service has issued
road construction policies that are de-
signed to restrict the energy industry’s
ability to explore for oil and gas on
Forest Service lands.

The Clinton-Gore administration has
vetoed legislation that would have
opened the coastal plain of the remote
Alaska National Wildlife Reserve deny-
ing the Nation access to an estimated
16 billion barrels of domestic crude oil.

The administration has ignored a re-
port prepared by the National Petro-
leum Council, requested by the Energy
Secretary, explaining how the Nation
can increase production and use of do-
mestic natural gas resources from
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about 22 trillion cubic feet per year to
more than 30 trillion cubic feet per
year over the next 10 to 12 years.

The Clinton-Gore administration has
shown little interest in solving our do-
mestic energy problems until now as
foreign oil producers have forced crude
oil prices to over $30 per barrel and gas-
oline prices to almost $2 per gallon—
double prices of only little more than a
year ago.

I would argue that the Clinton-Gore
administration has acted in other ways
designed to force us away from the use
of readily available, relatively inexpen-
sive fossil fuels. It has chosen espe-
cially to vilify and deny the use of our
most abundant national energy re-
source—coal. My distinguished friend
from West Virginia, Senator ROBERT
BYRD spoke eloquently yesterday on
this subject and I want to add a few
thoughts to his.

The U.S. has the world’s largest dem-
onstrated coal reserve base and ac-
counts for more than 90 percent of our
total fossil energy reserves.

At present rates of recovery and use,
U.S. reserves will last more than 270
years.

Coal is used to generate over 56 per-
cent of our electricity supply—and
about 88 percent of the Midwest’s elec-
tricity needs.

Coal use for electric power has risen
more than 250 percent since 1970 while
sulfur dioxide emissions have decreased
to 21 percent below 1970 levels and in-
troduction of new cleaner coal combus-
tion technologies will continue to push
emissions of all types down.

Electricity from hydro represents
about 10 to 12 percent of our electricity
needs.

Nuclear powerplants meet about 20
percent of our total electricity de-
mand.

Yet the Clinton-Gore administration
takes a dim view of these sources and
has taken steps to reduce their use.

In November 1999 the Environmental
Protection Agency sued several coal
burning utilities claiming they made
major modifications to their facilities
without applying for New Source Re-
view permits. Utilities maintain that
the modifications fall within the ‘‘rou-
tine maintenance’’ exception to the
new source rule, and that EPA had rou-
tinely approved such actions in the
past.

EPA is discussing the notion that
new source review should include ‘‘vol-
untary’’ regulation of CO2—which is
not a poisonous gas and which is not
regulated by any part of the Clear Air
Act.

EPA recently changed the toxics re-
lease inventory to require electric util-
ities to report chemical release data.
The level at which reporting is re-
quired for Mercury was lowered by an
order of magnitude. In making these
changes EPA presented no studies or
supporting rationale for why nearby
communities should suddenly be con-
cerned about such releases. Neverthe-
less, the reports will be widely pub-

lished thereby placing utilities at the
top of the list of ‘‘dirty’’ facilities.

In 1993, EPA concluded that coal
combustion wastes (fly ash, bottom
ash, slag waste, and other combustion
products) from electric utility genera-
tion do not warrant hazardous waste
regulation. EPA appears now to be pre-
pared to reverse an EPA staff decision
that coal combustion wastes do not
warrant regulation as ‘‘hazardous.’’

In 1998, EPA issued revised Nitrogen
Oxides New Source Performance Stand-
ards for all new and existing utility
and industrial boilers. It based its
standard on a single, very expensive
control system regardless of boiler and
fuel type.

Interior Secretary Bruce Babbitt has
talked openly about ‘‘tearing down
dams’’ in the West to restore habitat
for fish, ignoring the power and trans-
portation benefits they provide. And,
the administration is imposing new,
often impossible criteria that must be
met before federal licenses can be re-
issued. Many existing hydro projects
will seek relicensing over the next sev-
eral decades.

Finally, the Clinton-Gore adminis-
tration continues to threaten veto of
legislation designed to create a perma-
nent nuclear waste storage facility and
which fulfills a longstanding promise
by the federal government to create
such a facility. Without a federal stor-
age facility, U.S. nuclear generating
stations, which are running out of on-
site storage capacity may be forced to
shut down their operations.

There are too many more examples of
the Clinton-Gore administration’s fail-
ure to produce a coherent, balanced na-
tional energy plan. It almost seems
they are trying to create crisis after
crisis in the hope that a magical solu-
tion will rise from the chaos—fat
chance. Solving these problems re-
quires tough choices and I suggest that
we begin now by pursuing a number of
short to long term objectives.

We should work with our Western
Hemisphere neighbors to help them in-
crease their crude oil production.

We should provide relief to con-
sumers by cutting taxes on fuels de-
rived from crude oil, such as the 4.3-
cents a gallon tax and the 24-cent a
gallon tax on highway diesel fuel and
taxes on fuels for air, rail and barge
transportation.

We need to step away from punitive,
command and control environmental
regulations and move toward perform-
ance based regulatory concepts that
offer the regulated community oppor-
tunities to find flexible approaches to
reducing emissions of legally regulated
contaminants.

Finally, we need to face up to the
fact that we are part of the problem.
Our unwillingness to develop our own
abundant oil, gas and coal resources
dooms us to greater dependence on for-
eign sources, especially for crude oil.
We must make the conscious choice to
carefully find and develop our re-
sources while protecting our environ-
ment.

CROP INSURANCE
Mr. HAGEL. Mr. President, I rise in

support of S. 2251, the Risk Manage-
ment for the 21st Century Act regard-
ing crop insurance reform, I am an
original co-sponsor of this important
legislation and I thank my colleagues
Senators BOB KERREY and PAT ROBERTS
for their leadership on this issue.

Crop insurance reform has been a
major, bipartisan legislative effort for
farm state Senators. Reforming crop
insurance is vital to America’s agricul-
tural producers and to the rural econo-
mies in all of our ag-producing states.
We need to pass this legislation today.

The need for crop insurance reform
has been a common denominator in my
conversations with all of Nebraska’s
agricultural producers and agri-
businesses, as I am sure it has for my
colleagues as they have spoken with
ag-producers across the country.

Every commodity organization and
farm group that I’ve spoken with has
urged Congress to reform and improve
America’s crop insurance programs.

Why is crop insurance important? By
increasing and expanding private crop
insurance coverage, ag producers can
make long-term market decisions
without being devastated by short-
term economic downturns.

If we can assist in making crop insur-
ance—an important risk management
tool—more affordable and expansive,
we will help producers weather the bad
times.

S. 2251 makes a number of important
changes to the crop insurance system
that will benefit America’s ag pro-
ducers.

This bill establishes a new premium
assistance formula to encourage pro-
ducers to increase their crop insurance
coverage by making higher levels of
coverage more affordable, and in-
creases the level of coverage farmers
can purchase.

It will ease actual ‘‘production his-
tory’’ rules so that farmer’s insurance
coverage is less likely to be artificially
depressed by successive years of bad
weather.

This legislation will reduce the po-
tential for insurance fraud and abuse
with strong program compliance provi-
sions.

It includes new pilot projects for live-
stock insurance, specialty crops, and
coverage reinsured through futures
markets.

By passing the Risk Management for
the 21st Century Act we can help elimi-
nate some of the uncertainty and in-
stability in farm operations, thus al-
lowing farmers to plan for the long-
term.

Additionally, this legislation should
help Congress and the American tax-
payers reduce the need for disaster-as-
sistance packages for our ag producers,
and the costs associated with him.

If we can help provide farmers with
the management tools they need to
plan for their future, there will be less
of a need to rely on future emergency
supplemental appropriations bills when
bad times strike.
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